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Executive Summary 
 

The information contained in this summary highlights findings from a survey of residents living in the state 

of Washington as part of the project entitled ñAmericaôs Wildlife Values: Understanding Trends in Public 

Values toward Wildlife as a Key to Meeting Current and Future Wildlife Management Challenges.ò This 

multi-state project sought to explore the values, attitudes, and beliefs of residents across the U.S. in relation 

to fish and wildlife management. Such information can help agency decision-makers to understand more 

about the publicôs interest in fish and wildlife-related issues and their perspectives on management of the 

stateôs fish and wildlife.  

Specific findings from this report include:  

¶ In total, Washington received 2755 responses to the survey. Of those responses, 2414 were from 

mail surveys (15.4% response rate) and 341 were from web-based panels. 

 

¶ The breakdown of wildlife value orientations in your state is as follows1.  

o Traditionalist:   28%   

o Mutualist:  38%  

o Pluralist:  19%  

o Distanced:  14%  

 

¶ Nearly 60%  of respondents reported feeling that they share many of the same values as your state 

fish and wildlife agency regarding the management of fish and wildlife.  

 

¶ Survey respondents held the following beliefs about funding for your state fish and wildlife 

agency:  

o 9%  view current funding as primarily coming from hunting and fishing license sales. 

Á 15%  of respondents believe this should be the funding model used in the future. 

o 83%  view current funding as coming from a mix of hunting and fishing license sales and 

public tax dollars. 

Á 74%  of respondents believe this should be the funding model used in the future. 

o 8%  view current funding as primarily coming from public tax dollars. 

Á  10%  of respondents believe this should be the funding model used in the future. 

 

¶ A majority of respondents (61%) expressed trust in your agency to do what is right for fish and 

wildlife in the state.  

Additional information on each of these findings and more can be found within this report. Detailed 

frequencies for each survey item by wildlife value orientation, current participation in hunting and fishing 

during the 12 months prior to respondents taking the survey, and geography are also included in the 

report. Information about the comparison of your state to other states and information about trends in your 

state can be found separately in the Multistate Report on Wildlife Values in America, made available 

October 2018. 

  

                                                           
1 For definitions of these terms, see page 1 of the attached report. 
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Wildlife Value Orientations 

Wildlife value orientations represent the different overarching themes in a personôs patterns of thought 

about wildlife, and can be used to identify different ñtypesò of people (Bright et al., 2000). Characterizing 

segments of the public in this manner allows for a better understanding of the diversity of publics that 

exists as well as anticipation of how different groups of people will respond to proposed management 

strategies and programs.  

 

These orientation types are calculated based on responses to a variety of survey items that represent four 

belief dimensions: (1) social affiliation and (2) caring, which form the mutualism orientation, and (3) 

hunting and (4) use of wildlife, which form the domination orientation. Means for all items within the 

mutualist and domination orientation are computed and respondents are segmented into one of four value 

orientation types by comparing their scores on domination and mutualism simultaneously (high scores 

were defined as Ó 4.50 whereas low was defined by a score of < 4.50). For more information on the 

calculation of wildlife value orientations, see Teel & Manfredo (2009).   

 

When applied to people as a classification,  

 

Traditionalist s:  

¶ Score high on the domination orientation and low on the mutualism orientation 

¶ Believe wildlife should be used and managed for human benefit 
 

Mutualists: 

¶ Score high on the mutualism orientation and low on the domination orientation  

¶ Believe wildlife are part of our social network and that we should live in harmony 
 

Pluralists: 

¶ Score high on both the domination and mutualism orientations 

¶ Prioritize these values differently depending on the specific context  
 

Distanced individuals: 

¶ Score low on both the domination and mutualism orientations 

¶ Often believe that wildlife-related issues are less salient to them 

 

Below is a detailed account of wildlife value orientation types in your state using our measurements 

(available in Appendix B to this report).  Throughout this report, responses to additional items such as 

attitudes, trust, and participation in wildlife-related recreation will be explored by your stateôs current 

wildlife value orientation types to give you a feel for how these value types differ in their views on fish 

and wildlife management.2  
 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
2 We also measured respondentsô views on three additional scales: 1) social values including whether they hold materialist (e.g., emphasizing the 

need for physical and economic security) or post-materialist (e.g., emphasizing social affiliation needs) values; 2) the extent to which they 

anthropomorphized animals (i.e., attributed human traits to animals); and 3) the degree to which they perceived other people in their state as 
ascribing to a strict set of social norms (i.e., respect of socially agreed-upon practices). These data will be explored across states in relation to 

wildlife value orientations in our Multistate Report. 
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Figure 1: Wildlife value orientations in your state 

 

 

Figure 2: Percent of each wildlife value orientation type who are current hunters/anglers 

 

 

Figure 3: Wildlife value orientations by gender 
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Figure 4: Wildlife value orientations by age groups 

 

 

Figure 5: Wildlife value orientations by income groups 

 

 

Figure 6: Wildlife value orientations by education 
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Figure 7: Wildlife value orientations by geography (a-d)*  

 

a) Traditionalists 

 

 

b) Mutualists 

 

*Adams, Douglas, and Grant counties are grouped together for all geographic analysis.  

 *Franklin and Benton counties are grouped together for all geographic analysis.  




































































































































































































































